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ABSTRACT
For many years the private sector has been an active player in the provision of public
services such as health, education and infrastructure. However, during the last two decades,
the private sector has concentrated its participation mainly in telecommunications, power
and transport. Becasue of to the lack of market forces and the public resistance to pay for
what are perceived to be free-public services, areas such as education, health and a wide
range of municipal services have remained unattractive to private investment.
As governments learn from privatization experiences and keep on implementing market-
friendly policies, social values and perceptions will continue to evolve, allowing for the
privatization of a larger scope of public services, including street furniture.
This thesis looks into the recent trend among US cities to increase the private sector
participation in the provision of street furniture by focusing on the following questions:
- What is driving the recent trend towards street furniture privatization in the US?
- What are the main public concerns raised by the privatization of street furniture?
- How can the conflicting interests between public and private sectors concerning the
privatization of street furniture be reconciled?
- Compared to current delivery methods, is privatization a better alternative for
providing street furniture in major US cities?
In order to provide a practical perspective to the theoretical framework included in the first
part of this work, this thesis also presents a case study on the City of Boston's Coordinated
Street Furniture Program. This case discusses Boston's approach to reconciling the
conflicting interests that exist between the public and private sectors regarding the
privatization of street furniture.
The work presented in this thesis demonstrates that privatization is a feasible alternative,
not only for providing street furniture, but also for providing it in a more effective and
efficient manner. The current trend among US cities towards the privatization of street
furniture will keep growing as long as the benefits provided by these programs continue to
outweigh the costs they impose on society and the urban environment. The rate of growth
will be dictated by the evolution of social values and perceptions regarding the privatization
of public services and by how efficiently governments assimilate their learning from other
privatization experiences.
Thesis Supervisor: Eran Ben-Joseph
Title: Professor of Urban Studies and Planning
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1 Introduction
1.1 Private Sector Participation in the Provision of Public Services
For many years the private sector has been an active player in the provision of public
services such as health, education and infrastructure. In the nineteenth century many
railways, canals, roads, gas, power and water systems were owned, operated and funded by
private firms around the world (Klein and Roger, 1994). However, economic depressions
and wars brought the need to nationalize and implement stronger regulations. But as the
disenchantment with the performance of these regulated or nationalized enterprises grew, a
new deregulation and privatization wave started to rise during the 1970s.
Even though the term privatization is often used to describe the process of selling off public
assets, in recent times this term has been used to characterize the enlisting of private sector
energies to improve the performance of tasks that are to remain in some sense public
(Donahue, 1989). Privatization of infrastructure first gained prominence in Great Britain
during the 1980s; but as disenchantment with public sector performance, fiscal crises, and
innovative technological changes started to emerge among industrialized and developing
countries, private sector participation in the provision of public services started to unfold
throughout the world.
The main objectives of these privatization programs have been to reduce government
financial obligations and to achieve a more efficient production of goods and services under
the direction of private enterprises. Hence, governments have devised various strategies
that allow them to maintain control over public services while permitting some levels of
private sector involvement. These alternative delivery approaches transfer production
responsibilities to the private sector, including initial capital investment, operations and
management.
There is a wide range of public and private entities that are involved in privatization
programs. Public institutions range from traditional federal, state and municipal
governments to specific commissions and special purpose authorities. On the other hand,
-6-
private entities encompass profit-seeking firms, non-profit organizations, as well as
voluntary and neighborhood organizations. However, in this thesis the term private entities
will be used to refer exclusively to profit-seeking firms.
1.2 The Evolution of the Privatization Trend
Most recent infrastructure privatization programs around the world have been dominated by
projects in the power and telecommunications sectors, followed by waste and transport. The
private sector has been attracted into these industries mainly because of their markets'
efficiency and the willingness of the population to pay for these services.
Examples of these early-privatized services include telephone and electricity, whose early
privatization relies on the macroeconomic policies as well as on the legal and institutional
basis that exists in most countries, which allows for an easier transfer of public
responsibilities to the private sector. However, there is a larger scope of public services that
are currently provided by government enterprises that could benefit from private sector
participation. These include education, health, and a wide range of municipal services that
extend from public safety to the provision of public amenities.
The major reasons that these sectors have been lagging behind in the privatization trend are
the lack of market forces and the general public resistance to pay for what are perceived to
be free services. As governments learn from privatization experiences and keep on
implementing market-friendly policies, social values and perceptions regarding the
privatization of public services will continue to evolve. These new perceptions will allow
that in the future more infrastructure investments be characterized by less public
procurement and more commercial risks being borne by private players and users (Roger,
1999).
1.3 The Privatization of Street Furniture
An example of a public service that is difficult to privatize due to the inefficiency of local
markets and the unwillingness of users to pay for its use is street furniture. Whereas private
In this paper private sector participation and privatization are used interchangeably.
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sector participation in major infrastructure projects such as railroads, roadways, water
treatment plants and utility services has taken place throughout the world, privatization has
been introduced to street furniture only in recent years.
The privatization trend in street furniture started in Europe during the 1970s. Today there
are over 1,200 European cities in more than a dozen countries providing some of their street
furniture amenities through private firms.2 In the United States the first street furniture
privatization programs were implemented in the cities of Los Angeles, New York and San
Francisco during the 1980s. Today, private entities provide a wide range of public
amenities in several cities across the country.
1.4 What is Street Furniture?
Street furniture is the name given to objects and fixtures placed on or near streets in order
to provide the general public with amenities and basic services such as information, safety
and shelter. For Warren (1978) street furniture is any accessory in a street, road or other
thoroughfare that is of pubic use. Items of street furniture include road signs, streetlights,
benches, trash barrels, mailboxes, telephone booths, bus shelters and even public toilets.
According to Mcomber (1999) the first items of street furniture were probably mile markers
and signposts used by the Romans in order to display the names of places and how far they
were. Many more of these signs were set up in Europe during the 18th and I9 th centuries
together with bollards used to stop vehicles from going into areas that were not meant for
traffic. According to Warren, during the nineteenth century major European cities were
flooded with street furniture such as water fountains and bollards. This was the result of a
fast-changing urban life that required more and new street furniture, which was made
possible, in part, by the cheapness of cast iron. Shelters have been provided in Europe and
in the US by trolley and bus companies for over 100 years in order to provide weather
protection for waiting passengers (Coleman, 1994). Public toilets were common in New
York City's subway stations during the 1940s, but because of vandalism and lack of
maintenance most of the 1,600 existing facilities were eventually closed (McCarthy, 1991).
-8-
2 www.jcdecaux.com, www.wall.de
1.5 Research questions
The lack of literature on the privatization of street furniture and the growing trend among
US cities to involve the private sector in the provision of this public amenity ignited the
curiosity that originated this thesis. The following list presents the major questions this
thesis is intended to address:
m What is driving the recent trend towards street furniture privatization in the US?
- What are the main public concerns raised by the privatization of street furniture?
- How can the conflicting interests between public and private sectors concerning the
privatization of street furniture be reconciled?
- Compared to current delivery methods, is privatization a better alternative for
providing street furniture in major US cities?
1.6 Content Overview
In order to answer these questions this thesis has been divided into four sections:
= Privatization Review
= Privatization of Street Furniture
" The Case of Boston
- Conclusions
The Privatization Review section presents an introduction to the theoretical framework of
privatization. This analyzes the different roles that the private sector has played in the
provision of infrastructure services in recent history. It also presents a discussion of the
evolution of the privatization trend, which will assist in understanding the typical process
that most countries follow in the implementation of privatization programs. This section
also contains a review of the most common reasons for private sector involvement in the
provision of public services, as well as the different roles that private entities can play.
The second part, which is the core of this thesis, elaborates on the privatization of street
furniture. Based on the theoretical framework presented in Chapter 2, Chapter 3
extrapolates the principles of infrastructure privatization to the recent trend in street
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furniture privatization. First, the evolution of the private sector's involvement in the
provision of street furniture is discussed, followed by an analysis of the major reasons
behind this phenomenon. By presenting the public and private sectors' perspective
regarding the privatization of street furniture, the rest of this section is devoted to analyze
the different alternatives that exists for the private sector to participate in the provision of
these public amenities.
Chapter 4 presents an analysis of Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program. Based on
this innovative privatization program, this chapter translates the theoretical framework
presented in previous sections into a real-life example. This section introduces the program
by describing its characteristics and most relevant facts. The topics covered also include an
analysis of the justification of the program and a discussion of the City's process to select
the private participation alternative. Finally, the different challenges posed by the
privatization of Boston's street furniture are analyzed, followed by a discussion of the
mechanisms implemented by the City in addressing these issues.
The last part of the thesis presents a set of conclusions and recommendations regarding the
major findings of this work.
Because of to the lack of specialized literature on the privatization of street furniture, most
of the information used for the analysis and presented in this thesis consisted of the
following:
- Literature on urban planning, in particular works related to public spaces and street
design.
- Newspaper articles, which helped in identifying the public need and demand for
amenities, as well as in recognizing the most relevant, sensitive and challenging
issues related to the privatization of street furniture.
- Personal and telephonic interviews with street furniture vendors, public officials and
urban planners.
- Request for proposals, public contracts and other publicly available information
such as brochures and the World Wide Web.
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2 Privatization Review
2.1 Private Sector Participation in the Provision of Public Services
Privatization is defined as a process that "covers the transfer from the public to the private
sector of the ownership and/or control of productive assets, their allocation and pricing, and
the entitlement to the residual profit flows generated by them" (Adam et al., 1992). This
definition includes the outright, or partial, sale of assets by the state; the transfer of assets to
the private sector under leasing agreements; and the introduction of management
contracting arrangements.
In the nineteenth century many railways, canals, roads, gas, power and water systems were
privately owned, operated and funded around the world (Klein and Roger, 1994). However,
economic depressions and wars brought the need to nationalize and implement stronger
regulations. However, as the disenchantment with the performance of these regulated or
nationalized enterprises grew, a new deregulation and privatization wave started to rise
during the 1970s.
By the 1980s privatization had been widely adopted in both industrialized and developing
countries for the provision of public infrastructure services. Privatization first gained
prominence in Great Britain under the leadership of Margaret Thatcher. It then quickly
spread throughout the world under the need to cut government expenditures in the face of
fiscal crises, and the need to adopt an intellectual and ideological political change aimed at
reducing state's intervention in the economy (Van de Walle, 1989). According to a World
Bank publication, modern privatization policies have been driven by disenchantment with
public sector performance, fiscal crises, and as a result of technological changes that have
increased the scope for competition (So and Shin, 1995).
2.1.1 Private Sector Participation in the United States
Whereas in many countries privatization has mostly been referred as the process of selling
off public assets, privatization in the US is mostly understood as "enlisting private energies
to improve the performance of tasks that would remain in some sense public." (Donahue,
1989).
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In the United States the private sector has participated in the provision of public services
since the late 18th century. Between 1780 and 1933 a large number of infrastructure
projects were developed in cooperation between public and private entities. Privately
developed projects included roadways, water canals, railroads, as well as water, electricity
and telephone services. However in 1933, as a response to the emergency of failed capital
markets and widespread unemployment, federal infrastructure policies shifted to federal
funding, management and control, leaving the private sector out of these responsibilities
(Miller, 1995).
In more recent times the privatization phenomenon in the US began as a British import
during the Reagan administration. According to Donahue (1989) this "new policy" resulted
from the citizenry appetite for new roads, schools and other public benefits. The author
states that during this time "as federal spending outpaced revenues and the budget deficit
soared, any stratagem for reining in government budgets while cutting public services as
little as possible took a great political appeal."
According to Goodman and Loveman (1991) by 1990 over 11 states were using privately
built and operated correctional facilities and many others were planning to privatize
roadways. At the same time local governments had turned to private operators to run their
vehicle fleets, manage sports and recreational facilities, and provide transit service. State
and local governments adopted privatization as a way to balance their budgets, while
maintaining minimum levels of services.
2.2 The Evolution of the Privatization Trend
In 1995 the World Bank estimated that, since 1984, eighty-six countries had privatized 547
public-service companies, and that at least 574 private greenfield infrastructure projects
were under way in some eighty-two countries (So and Shin, 1995). Most of these
privatizations were dominated by sales of power and telecommunications companies,
followed by sales of waste and transport companies; greenfield investments were mostly
concentrated in power and transport projects.
As the World Bank's statistics show, most privatization programs have concentrated on
attracting private sector participation into basic infrastructure projects such as the ones
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mentioned above. However, there is a larger scope of public services that are currently
being provided by government enterprises which can benefit from the private sector
participation. These may include education and health, as well as a wide range of local
services that extend from public safety to the provision of public amenities.
The reason why basic infrastructure projects are dominant in most privatization programs is
that they share particular characteristics that facilitate the private sector participation. These
characteristics include:
m existence and efficiency of local market forces
= affordability and willingness of users to pay for the service
Roger (1999) presents recent trends in private sector participation in infrastructure by
categorizing private investment by sector and by geographic region. The author comments
that, in developing countries, which account for more than half of the global privatization
industry, telecommunications and energy have led the growth in private activity during the
1990s. He suggests that the significant size of private participation in these sectors is the
result of technological changes that have reduced sunk costs, allowed major reforms in
market structure, and facilitated competition.
Examples of these early-privatized services include telephone and electricity, whose early
privatization relies on the macroeconomic policies as well as on the legal and institutional
basis that exist in most countries, which allow for an easier transfer of public
responsibilities to the private sector.
However, there are other public services such as transport, water and sanitation which are
harder to privatize. The increased difficulties result from the lack of efficient markets and
the general public resistance to pay for what are perceived to be free services. Roger argues
that transport and water have lagged in the privatization process mostly because political
barriers and less pronounced technological changes.
As governments continue to learn from privatization experiences and keep on building the
necessary capabilities to implement market-friendly policies, future infrastructure
investments will be characterized by less public procurement and more commercial risks
being borne by private players and users, rather than taxpayers (Roger, 1999).
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2.3 Reasons for Private Sector Participation
According to Adam, Cavendish and Mistry (1992) there are two main policy objectives of
privatization:
m to reduce net budgetary transfers and eliminate debt liabilities
- to achieve a more efficient production of goods and services under the direction of
the private rather than public ownership.
While the reduction in governmental financial obligations is an almost outright conclusion
from privatization programs, the efficiency argument has often been challenged. In the area
of public services, Donahue (1989) performed a series of studies that illustrate the relative
efficiency of pubic and private organizations performing similar tasks. After reviewing
examples of garbage collection, fire-fighting services, transportation, utilities and other
public services, the author provides evidence of two principles:
- Profit-seeking private firms are potentially more efficient in producing public
services.
- It is hard to achieve public purposes with private means without a credible threat of
replacement or market competition.
The author concludes by saying, "In sum, when a well-specified contract in a competitive
context can enforce accountability, the presumption of superior private efficiency in
delivering public services holds true." In an attempt to identify the factors that allow the
private sector to achieve a superior level of efficiency, Nellis (1994) studied a series of
privatization programs supported by the World Bank. The study concluded that:
- Private ownership establishes a market for managers, leading to higher-quality
management.
m Capital markets subject privately owned firms to greater scrutiny and discipline than
they do to public enterprises.
= Private firms are subject to exit much more often than public enterprises; when exit
is a real possibility, such as in bankruptcy, liquidation and hostile takeovers, there is
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a greater likelihood that owners and managers will take active, efficiency-enhancing
measures to avoid it.
m Politicians interfere less in the affairs of private than public firms.
m Private firms are supervised by self-interested board members and shareholders,
rather than by disinterested bureaucrats.
These five characteristics do not suggest that private ownership is the only solution to
public inefficiency. There are different mechanisms available to correct perceived
deficiencies of public sector performance without changing ownership. Hence, various
delivery methods have been analyzed and tested in order to identify the best alternative for
providing public services. When comparing different service delivery approaches, Finely
(1989) suggests the use of the following evaluation criteria:
m cost
- quality of service
m level and effectiveness of service
e impact on other local services
m potential for service disruption
- responsiveness to citizens'needs and expectations
Even though the author recognizes that cost is often the primary consideration in the
assessment of the most appropriate alternative, she also emphasizes the need to assure the
quality, level and effectiveness of the service provided. Impact on other local services
relates to the potential impact that a change in delivery method might have on the ability of
the community or public sector to deliver other public services. This concern is of greater
relevance in cases where equipment and personnel resources are shared between different
public departments. According to Finley, another important consideration that has to be
made when evaluating alternative delivery methods is the risk of service interruption.
Governments should be careful in avoiding the consequences of interruptions in the
delivery of a critical service if the private provider fails to perform as expected. Last,
because citizens ultimately look to their local government for satisfaction in the provision
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of public services, regardless of the delivery approach, governments should stay alert to
changing public needs and expectations by incorporating public responsiveness
measurements in their contracts with private companies.
2.4 Alternatives for Private Sector Participation
Due to the complexities inherent to the provision of public services and the difficulties of
balancing the evaluation criteria presented by Finley, governments have devised various
strategies that allow for different levels and forms of private sector involvement in the
provision of public services.
When evaluating alternative delivery methods it is important to recognize the difference
that exists between the responsibility of providing and delivering public services. In most
instances public services are provided (decided on, arranged for) by public providers, which
are those with the legislative capacity to acquire money (Finley, 1989). However, these
public providers may decide to privatize the production (delivery) of the services. Most
privatization programs in the United States are intended to transfer the responsibility of
production to the private sector, while retaining the provision responsibility in the hands of
the public sector.
Furthermore, the production or delivery responsibilities of public services may be divided
into two major components:
= capital investment
- operations and management (O&M)
This subdivision of responsibilities may be represented by a four-quadrant analysis, which
illustrates all possible combinations of public and private responsibilities for investment
and O&M. These four quadrants are presented in Figure 1.
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Capital
Investment
public I II
private III IV
public private Operations &
Management
Figure 1. Four Quadrants of Public/Private Responsibility for Capital Investment and
O&M.
Quadrant I represents the most popular approach used by governments in delivering public
services. Fire prevention and traffic control are good examples of this scenario, where the
local government is responsible for the initial capital investment as well as for the
continuous operation and management of the services. Under this delivery approach the
private sector only acts as supplier of goods and services. In the previous examples, the
private sector may act as supplier of fire trucks or as provider of engineering and consulting
services.
Quadrant II represents public investment and private O&M. This is a typical case of an
outsourcing strategy, where a local government decides to subcontract the operation and
maintenance of public services to the private sector. This approach allows the public sector
to divest some operational risks while maintaining ownership of the assets and tapping
private capabilities to obtain higher levels of efficiency and effectiveness in the provision
of public services. Some examples of Quadrant II include the operation of water systems,
correctional facilities, sporting facilities and schools.
Quadrant III is not a very common alternative unless the private entity is not a profit
seeking institution. This scenario contemplates the case of a private firm who is responsible
for the initial capital investment, and a public entity that is responsible for continuous
operation and management. An exceptional case of Quadrant III is represented by entities
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and individuals who throughout time have donated benches, fountains or trash receptacles
to local governments and cities as gestures of collaboration and fine citizenry.
Quadrant IV has become a common practice among industrialized and developing
countries. Usually known as divestiture, this alternative approach makes the private sector
responsible for both capital investment and O&M of the public service. Governments find
Quadrant IV an attractive alternative that allows them to increase the efficiency and
effectiveness of public services while relieving the public sector from financial obligations
and day-to-day responsibilities. Examples of Quadrant IV are telecommunication services,
toll roads and power generation.
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3 The Privatization of Street Furniture
Whereas the private sector has participated for many years in the provision of major
infrastructure projects, privatization has been introduced to street furniture only in recent
years. The lag of private sector participation in the provision of street furniture results from
market inefficiencies and the unwillingness of users to pay for the service.
For these reasons, the most common role played by private firms in the provision of street
furniture has been represented by Quadrants I & II. For many years, private firms have only
been contracted by local governments to supply materials and some engineering and
maintenance services. However, in recent years there has been a trend among large
European and US cities to shift more street furniture responsibilities to Quadrant IV by
divesting capital investment and O&M responsibilities to the private sector.
This shift towards increased private sector participation may be justified by an argument
presented by Miller (1995), who states that all levels of government in the United States are
experimenting with different ways of delivering and financing infrastructure facilities and
services. According to the author, variations in project delivery and finance, together with a
combination of transparency, competition, innovation and equity, can improve the way
infrastructure is provided in the United States. Nonetheless, Miller recognizes that these
experiments have generated serious debates throughout the society, which have roots in
ideology, rather than in the practicalities of identifying and providing sustainable portfolios
of infrastructure facilities and services.
3.1 Recent Trends in the Privatization of Street Furniture
The recent trend in street furniture privatization started in Europe during the 1970s. Today
there are over 1,200 cities in more than a dozen European countries that provide some of
their street furniture amenities through private entities. 3
According to Page and Cuff (1982), during the 1970s and 1980s the supply of street
furniture in most major US cities did not meet the public demand for amenities. The authors
3 www.jcdecaux.com, www.wall.de
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argue that during these decades public demand for amenities was growing at the same time
that the public sector's ability to provide them was declining. Spending limits had reduced
local government revenues and cuts in federal urban programs left cities unable to do more
than provide for the basic necessities to their residents. Hence, US cities started realizing
the need to work in partnership with the private sector, thus allowing it to take a more
active role in the provision of street furniture.
Recent street furniture privatization programs in the US have included a wide range of
amenities such as bus shelters, public toilets, newspaper racks and information kiosks. The
first concessions that allowed a private firm to provide bus shelters in the US were granted
in Los Angeles (1981), New York (1984), and San Francisco (1987). These programs
originated a trend followed by other major cities throughout the country. Regarding the
provision of public toilets, the City of New York has made several attempts to introduce a
privatized program since 1990 (Seifman, 1999); however, it was San Francisco that
implemented the first privatized public toilet program in the country in 1994. Other street
furniture fixtures such as newspaper racks have been subject of trial privatization programs
in cities like San Francisco (1997) and Chicago (1998).
3.2 Reasons for Private Sector Participation in Street Furniture
Based on the information available - Requests for Proposals (RFPs), contracts and
newspaper articles from recent privatization experiences in New York, San Francisco, Los
Angeles and Boston - it can be interpreted that local governments are embarking on street
furniture privatization programs for the following reasons:
- an increasing public need and demand for amenities
- the limited availability of public funding for both capital investment and O&M
m the need to access the private sector's technological innovations and efficiency
- the opportunity to tap the expressed interest of private companies
3.2.1 Need and Demand for Services
Based on information from the 1990 US Census of Population over 50% of the total
working population of 16 years of age and over in cities like New York, Washington D.C.,
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San Francisco and Boston use public transit or other non-automobile means of
transportation to get to their workplaces. These figures illustrate the large number of
Americans who are potential users of street furniture on a daily basis. However, many
streets in the US have been designed mostly for automobiles, thus creating urban places
that are unsafe, uncomfortable and unpleasant for pedestrians. Sidewalk amenities like bus
shelters that protect transit users from bad weather, information panels that provide
information about transit fares, schedules, routes and nearby destinations, as well as
drinking water fountains and public toilets needed to satisfy basic human needs, are almost
non-existent in most of today's American cityscapes.
Hinshaw (1997) argues that the liveliest places are those that "offer the greatest number of
choices to sit, schmooze, lean, eat, watch other people, pick up a magazine or newspaper,
or grab a quick bite to eat." The author compares public sidewalks to living rooms by
saying that few would be livable without comfortable and attractive furniture. Hence,
public improvement programs, which are meant to improve the environment of public
spaces, usually have a significant street furniture component. These improvements help
reinforce the image of an area and complement its architecture. They also facilitate
vehicular and pedestrian circulation, while providing shelter against adverse weather
conditions. Furthermore, street furniture can be used to provide directions and information
of local character, and if properly maintained, it can instill a sense of security throughout
the district (National Trust of Historic Preservation, 1987).
A similar argument is presented by Page and Cuff (1982), who say that pedestrian traffic is
what makes the difference between a successful and a failed downtown area. "It is
pedestrians who shop, spend money, transact business, and enjoy the amenities of
downtown... add people on foot... and downtown becomes... a place that shows off the
best we have to offer culturally, socially, physically, and economically." The authors argue
that in order to make an area attractive to pedestrians, it has to be planned and designed in
order to provide them with a safe, convenient, pleasant and rewarding environment. Street
lighting, shelters, benches, trees, signage, information kiosks and public toilets help create
this type of environment.
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Other works by authors like Rudofsky (1969), Anderson (1978), Whyte (1980) and
Moudon (1987) elaborate on the importance that streets and other public places have on
human behavior. Anderson defines streets as being "integral parts of our movement and
communication networks; they are the places where many of our conflicts or resolutions are
played out; they are the arenas where the boundaries of conventional and aberrant behavior
are frequently redrawn." Based on observations and analyses, these authors elaborate on the
characteristics that help make better places, making recommendations for better urban
design. According to a work edited by Moudon, for many years streets have been designed
for automobiles; however, a recent trend has emerged to make streets more safe,
comfortable and pleasant for pedestrians. The need to create streets where pedestrians enjoy
safety and convenience in a pleasant environment seems to be a basic requirement for
making cities more livable.
3.2.2 Limited Availability of Funding
In an article by Wiseman (1997) the author presents quotes from various New York and
San Francisco designers and city officials who show their concern about the lack of funds
needed to improve their cities' streetscape. One designer was quoted as saying "We don't
have the money to maintain the property we already have, let alone embark on much new
work," while another city official said "It's not just a matter of volition anymore, but of
resources. When you talk to people about improving the appearance of the street, they are
likely to say that other things should have higher priority." These testimonies illustrate the
critical situations that local governments face when making their decisions on how best to
allocate their limited resources, where public amenities such as street furniture often have a
low priority level.
3.2.3 Access to Technological Innovations
Besides the efficiency in operation and maintenance, governments seek private
participation in the provision of street furniture in order to bring technological innovations
to their streets. One example of these new technologies is the self-cleaning public toilets
that have been installed in San Francisco. Another innovative technology that improves the
quality of service to public transportation users is the digital display signals mounted on bus
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shelters. Based on satellite technology these displays provide estimated waiting time for the
next bus. Even though this technology is still being developed, prototypes have already
been installed in San Francisco's Municipal Railway system (Epstein, 1999).
Newer technology has also created the need for new street furniture. In cities like London,
private companies have installed public kiosks with "bright red freestanding" telephones
that link callers to the Internet. Private companies claim that these new public amenities
"break down the elitism" because they give Internet access to everyone (Knight-Rider
Tribune Business News, 1999). Another example of high-tech street furniture is the City of
Boston's Electronic Kiosk Program, which provides residents and tourists with up-to-the-
minute information about restaurants, hotels, visitor services and much more through state-
of-the-art screens. While the program is privately financed through on-screen
advertisements, it is intended to be integrated with the City's Coordinated Street Furniture
Program (City of Boston Press Office, 1998).
3.2.4 Increasing Private Interest
In recent years the private sector has demonstrated great interest in collaborating with cities
in the provision of street furniture. This private interest results from the potential profits
that can be generated from advertisement panels mounted on public amenities. Examples of
the increasing nature of the private sector's interest include displays of street furniture and
high participatory rates of private firms in recent public bidding contests.
The exhibition of street furniture in public places is considered a normal business practice
amongst various European countries.4 In order to show the characteristics and benefits
provided by their products, street furniture firms often install free temporary prototype
displays on potential markets. In the US this has been the case of the French firm JC
Decaux, which introduced its products into American markets by displaying its automated
public toilet in New York during 1993 and its innovative street lamp designs in San
Francisco during 1997 (Harrigna, 1993; Epstein, 1997).
4 McDonough, Martin. (personal interview, January 7 , 2000). Mr. McDonough is director of Wall USA.
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Other examples of the private sector's interest are the competitive bidding and long-term
contracts that have been signed between American cities and street furniture companies in
recent years. Some of these contracts include bus shelter programs in Los Angeles (1981),
New York City (1983), San Francisco (1987), and Saint Louis (1998); as well as public
toilets in San Francisco (1995). More recent programs include newspaper-racks in Chicago
(1998), and Boston's comprehensive street furniture program (1999).5
3.3 Conflicting interests resulting from the Privatization of Street Furniture
Due to the differences and sometimes-conflicting objectives that exist between public and
private sectors, the most challenging aspect of privatization programs is the need to
reconcile the interests of the two. Whereas the private firm is mostly interested in the
generation of wealth, the public sector seeks a wider range of objectives that include social
and political goals. In the realm of street furniture, it is the uniqueness of these social goals
and the public perception what makes the reconciliation of conflicting interests a
challenging task.
3.3.1 Private Interests
The centerpiece of any private firm's existence is the generation of wealth. Profits are not
the only reason for companies to exist; but without them, it would be impossible for private
firms to survive. According to Adam, Cavendish and Mistry (1992) the efficiency gains
provided by the privatization of public goods and services are the result of this single-
minded profit-maximization objective, which tends to maximize investors'return by cutting
costs and increasing revenues.
Private firms are interested in street furniture privatization programs for two main reasons.
One is the opportunity to improve public spaces by installing fixtures with innovative
designs; and second is the attractiveness of obtaining exclusivity contracts that allow them
to display advertisement panels on the structures.6 The revenue generated by the sale of
5 Wall USA was selected by the BRA to negotiate the final contract. As of December 1999, this final contract
was still being negotiated.
6 McDonough, Martin. (personal interview, January 7 , 2000). Mr. McDonough is director of Wall USA.
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these advertisement panels is used to recuperate capital investments and O&M expenses in
addition to a margin for profit.
3.3.2 Public Interests
From the public sector's perspective the privatization of street furniture rises a series of
concerns, which include equity issues and negative effects on society and the urban
environment.
Equity Concerns
According to Kessides (1993) there are two basic criteria that have to be met in order for a
good or service to be sold in a market between private buyers and sellers. These two
conditions are subtractability and excludability. The first means that each individual's use
reduces the total amount of goods or services available to others. The latter characterizes
certain goods and services that can be used only by one person at a time, and a specific
individual's costs can be easily identified. Examples of purely private goods are clean air
and public safety, which are highly subtractable and non-excludable. Based on these
definitions street furniture can be categorized as a quasi-public good because it is highly
subtractable and has high excludability costs. However, Kessides also notes that there
appears to be a tendency for some goods that have traditionally been seen as purely public
to be viewed as increasingly private or "toll-able", thus eliminating non-excludability
problems. This tendency is the result of newer technologies and changes in social values,
and can be seen in the privatization of correctional facilities, health care services and even
street furniture.
If street furniture were to be privatized like any other public service such as electric power
and water supply, it would be expected for the private operator to charge a tariff based on
usage. However, it is practically impossible (or prohibitively costly) to charge users of
street furniture and exclude people who are not willing or able to pay. Even if it were
practical to control access and prevent non-payers from using the amenities, it would still
be unfeasible to charge the users of street furniture. The social perception, which views
street furniture as a free public amenity, may be illustrated by the foreword to Anne
Moudon's book on Public Streets for Public Use by Appleyard. The book reads, "Not
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everyone can get what they want from the street, but it should be public policy to achieve
the greatest good for the greatest number. And no one should be excluded. In particular, it
should be the policy of public agencies and their representatives to support the weaker users
of the streets --pedestrians, residents, children, old people, the handicapped, and the poor--
because the powerful can generally look after themselves."
Similarly, Lennard and Lennard (1984) argue that public spaces add a variety of contacts
and sociable interactions, which become inevitable in the shared use of facilities and
services. The authors say that one main reason why public spaces tend to promote
democratic and ethical conducts, attitudes and relations, is that they "minimize the
inequities of access and opportunity for use that prevail for most private indoor space."
It is for these reasons that local governments have used indirect ways to recuperate
investments made on most public amenities. Often time the costs of public amenities, such
as street furniture, are subsidized by the revenues of other public services. However, the
divestiture of street furniture from public responsibilities prevents this cross-subsidization.
Therefore, most street furniture privatization programs have allowed the private operator to
seek additional sources of revenues, the most common one being the sale of advertisement
space.
Negative Effects on Society and the Urban Environment
The privatization of street furniture originates a series of negative effects on society and the
urban environment. These are created by the physical dimension of the fixtures and by the
social perception about the private ownership of public spaces.
The physical dimension of street furniture originates a series of aesthetic, safety and
functional concerns that will exist whether the fixtures are public or private. These result
from the fact that it is impossible to prevent street furniture from occupying space on public
sidewalks or obstructing the views of people walking, driving or watching the street from
their property.
Cities with rich historic, cultural and architectural content and diversity are often concerned
about the effect that street furniture, as well as any other structure, may have on the quality
of the built environment. Well-designed elements, which relate to each other and to the
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built environment's image, are key in the success of any street furniture program (Gibbons,
et al., 1991). Works such as the one by Gibbons and Oberholzer (1991) provide guidelines
and recommendations for designing better street furniture.
Too many elements in the wrong locations create visual blight, clutter and disrupt
pedestrian and vehicular circulation. Based on these safety and functionality beliefs local
governments have created zoning ordinances and other regulations to control the placement
of posts, signs and other fixtures on public ways. These measures are intended to preserve
and enhance the urban environment by regulating location, scale, materials and design of
built structures. These regulations may include an intense design review process by experts
and local representatives. Unfortunately, very few zoning ordinances pay attention to the
specifics of street furniture.
Either publicly or privately provided, the physical dimensions of street furniture will
always raise concerns. However, its privatization rises a particular set of issues resulting
from the social perception that public places ought to remain under public ownership.
This perception could be grounded on cultural beliefs or legal principles. An illustration of
the former is presented by the recompilation of articles edited by Moudon (1987). In one of
the articles, the author states that the basic purpose of public spaces is for them to be
enjoyed by all individuals without having anyone being excluded or charged for their
usage. In another article in the same volume Mark Francis presents a definition for
democratic streets, which grows out of the concept of publicness: "Publicness is a relatively
new concept that recognizes one's right to free and unlimited access to public places.
Publicness is the foundation of street democracy, providing the framework in which a true
public culture can develop and flourish."
It is not only the public-service feature of street furniture that raises concerns, but also the
legal ownership of public spaces. Since the privatization of street furniture may put the
control of public streets on the hands of the private sector, various privatization programs
have used different strategies to address this legal issue. The most typical approach is for
local governments to use Build Lease Transfer (BLT) schemes where they enter into sale-
leaseback agreements with the private sector. Under these agreements the private firm
leases the ground from the local authority, and once the structures have been put in place, it
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turns the structures back for government ownership and signs a lease contract in exchange
for the right to use them.
3.3.3 Conflicting private and public interests
The problem for the public sector when allowing the private sector to participate in the
provision of public services is to find an appropriate way to regulate and promote that
profit-seeking firms act in a manner consistent with social welfare (Adam et al., 1992).
If street furniture were privatized without fostering competition and setting strict
regulations to tame the profit-seeking objectives of the private sector, some major problems
could arise. These would include:
= disproportionate distribution of services
= poor quality of services
- potential for asset stripping
Disproportionate distribution of services
If a private firm were given absolute freedom in determining the number and location of
fixtures, it would be very likely that it would carry out a program very different from that of
a public agency. These differences would be represented by a disproportionate distribution
of capital investments relative to the geographic area and population density across
different regions. Since advertisement space is priced based on location, areas with higher
vehicular and pedestrian traffic volumes, as well as wealthier neighborhoods, would tend to
be flooded with advertisement space, while less attractive areas would tend to lack an
appropriate service coverage. A case in point is the city of Los Angeles, where city officials
criticized the company holding the bus shelter contract because they were
disproportionately locating their structures along busy commercial strips and in more
affluent sections of the city, overlooking the city's poorest and most transit-dependent
neighborhoods (Leovy, 1998).
The disproportionate distribution of fixed capital investment creates an inconsistent level of
service across groups of users. Unregulated private firms would tend to increase visual
clutter in areas with higher revenue potential, and undermine service provision in less
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valuable locations. Local governments usually have addressed these distributional concerns
by imposing minimum and maximum coverage requirements and by predetermining service
locations on their programs. Other approaches sought by cities like Los Angeles require the
private firm to consider ridership volume when determining locations, in order to bolster
the number of bus shelters in low-income areas (Los Angles Times, June 19, 1999).
Poor level and quality of service
Another problem resulting from the lack of competition and regulation is the possibility of
providing the population with a service whose quality lies below certain standards. These
concerns include physical characteristics and design of the structures, as well as their safety
and cleanliness throughout the concession period.
One of the most important reasons why local governments opt for privatizing public
service, such as street furniture, is to delegate operation and maintenance responsibilities to
the private sector. It is assumed that private efficiency can be used to improve and assure
the cleanliness and safety of structures. If not provided with appropriate incentives, private
firms could be tempted to reduce their operative costs by cutting operation and maintenance
expenditures, thus putting public safety and health at risk. Aguilar (1990) presents a series
of examples that illustrate how private firms have resorted to cutting corners in order to
insure their profits in municipal contracts. Due to the direct exposure of the general public
to street furniture fixtures, operation and maintenance programs are critical in assuring
safety and cleanliness. In order to maintain a safe, clean and aesthetically pleasant
environment, critical operations such as fixing broken glass, repairing damaged structures,
and removing graffiti and snow must be carried out promptly and in an efficient manner.
Governments often assure minimum operation and maintenance standards by implementing
strict regulations and close supervision on the private firm's activities, as well as by
encouraging competition. However, most local governments opt for the former alternative
because of the difficulty to promote competition in an inefficient market, which results
form the impracticality of having two structures in the same location, and the apparent need
for economies of scale to achieve efficiency in operation.7 If not adequately regulated, the
7 McDonough, Martin. (personal interview, January 7 , 2000). Mr. McDonough is director of Wall USA.
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lack of competition may dissuade the private firm from providing the public service in an
effective and efficient manner.
Asset stripping
In addition to the disproportionate allocation of services and their poor level of service and
quality, lack of competition and regulation might result in eventual asset stripping. Asset
stripping refers to the phenomenon by which the limited life of the contract discourages the
private firm from performing improvements and capital investments towards the end of the
concession term. This problem is usually addressed by demanding a monetary deposit
guarantee from the private company, in order to assure the quality of the assets at the time
they are turned back to the government once the concession period is over.
3.3.4 Resolving some conflicting interests
Besides the alternatives previously presented for resolving conflicting interest, there are
other ways to reconcile the differences between the public and the private sectors. Local
governments can control some profit-seeking private behavior by promoting indirect
competition through benchmarking and establishing profit sharing programs. However, if
the problem is that a street furniture privatization initiative does not attract private sector
participation, then local governments can use various measures to leverage the
attractiveness of the program.
Promoting indirect competition through benchmarking
Promoting competition in inefficient markets is a difficult task. However, there are various
techniques available to the public sector to provide incentives for the private firm in order
to achieve publicly desired goals. One of these techniques is an adaptation of a practice
commonly used in the water distribution industry: benchmarking. The idea of
benchmarking or comparative competition provides for regulators and consumers to
compare utilities and judge their performance. The most typical types of comparative
competition include:
- "Pure" version, in which the price a firm may charge is determined by the costs of
all firms in the industry.
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m "Regulatory" version, which is used to benchmark companies against each other to
estimate efficiency and set price caps accordingly.
To ensure that comparative competition is effective, governments should divide regions
into several zones, set up systems to share information between different areas, and link
comparative performance incentives (Webb and Ehrhardt, 1998). These benchmarking
techniques have worked successfully in water services in England, Wales, New Zealand,
Mexico and Philippines. Benchmarking creates incentives for private monopolies to
achieve minimum levels of efficiency, while setting caps on their investment's rate of
return. Comparative competition principles could easily be implemented in the provision
of street furniture in large metropolitan areas.
Profit sharing
Many privatization programs face public discontent that results from what are believed to
be excessive rates of return on private investment. In order to control excessive private
returns, local governments can opt for a combination of two commonly used practices. The
first is to implement a profit sharing program, which allows the public sector to share a
predetermined percentage of private revenues. This alternative encourages the private firm
to maximize its profits, while allowing the public sector to share some of the market upside
potential. The second option is to broaden the scope of services to be provided by the
private sector. If under a basic scenario the private firm receives a copious return, then the
scope of services can be expanded to increase its geographical coverage and the variety of
fixtures. If basic services consisted of bus shelters and/or public toilets, additional fixtures
may include kiosks, benches, streetlights, etc.
Leveraging the attractiveness of a market
Besides the private sector's profit-seeking mindset there are other potential conflicts
between private and public interests. These include situations where public demands or
expectations exceed the private sector's willingness or ability to participate. Governments
may face situations where local market conditions do not appeal to the private sector's
interest. This market's unattractiveness may result from the size of the geographic area, the
population's economic and social profile, threat of competition, or decaying conditions of
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physical assets. Under these circumstances governments can improve the attractiveness of
street furniture programs by increasing the allowance for advertisement space or by cutting
private capital investment and operation costs.
The most practical way to augment private revenue is to increase the number of
advertisement faces. Advertisement space can be maximized by either increasing the
number of fixtures, or by letting the private firm install additional pure advertisement
panels that do not provide any public service. However, if additional structures and
advertisement panels significantly affect visual clutter, public safety or urban aesthetics in a
negative manner, then other alternatives should be pursued.
If the intention is to reduce private capital investment and O&M costs then governments
may consider limiting the scope of services by eliminating types of products or by reducing
the geographical coverage of the program. This option is feasible as long as the reduced
level of service remains sufficient enough to satisfy the program's minimum objectives.
However, governments can also improve private returns by minimizing private costs by
contributing public funds to the project. These contributions can be treated as subsidies that
may or may not be paid pack, or as equity participation. Public funds can be used at the
initial capital investment stage or throughout the operation and management period;
however, there may be cases where the lack of public funding is a major public constraint
making this an undesirable alternative.
3.4 Alternatives for Private Sector Participation in Street Furniture
Based on the four-quadrant analysis presented in Section 2.4, there are four possible
alternatives for private sector participation in the provision of street furniture. These
alternatives include combinations of public and private responsibility for capital
investment, operation and management (O&M). The four possible roles that the private
sector can play in the provision of street furniture are shown in Figure 2.
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Capital
Investment
public supplier O&M
contractor
private donor franchisee
public private Operations &
Management
Figure 2. The Different Roles that the Private Sector can Play in the Provision of Street
Furniture.
3.4.1 Private sector as supplier of goods and services
In most US cities the most common role played by the private sector in the provision of
street furniture is that of supplier. Under this approach the local government remains
responsible for providing the public service, thus keeping all financial obligations and risks
derived for initial investment as well as for O&M within the public administration. This
scheme is attractive to government, whose financial obligations and organizational
structure requirements are not critical, as well as in cases where the private sector has no
interest in dedicating resources to the ownership and operation of public services.
This alternative allows the public sector to procure basic goods and services from the
private sector, such as raw materials, tools, and consulting or engineering services.
Governments that buy fixtures from private companies or contract private firms to perform
design or construction services are also examples of Quadrant I.
3.4.2 Private sector as O&M contractor
Similarly to the previous alternative this scheme does not relieve the public sector from
incurring capital expenditures. However, this approach allocates some of the maintenance
and commercial risks of the operation phase to the private company. Under an O&M
Contract the local government is responsible for the initial capital investment, whereas the
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private firm is made responsible for the continuous operation and maintenance of the
service. By outsourcing O&M, local governments allocate some of their operational risks
and responsibilities to the private sector, while maintaining ownership of the assets. This
approach reduces the government's day-to-day responsibilities, while relying on the private
sector to achieve higher effectiveness and efficiency in the provision of services. This
improved performance is often achieved by reducing operation costs and improving the
quality of services. Even though this alternative does not relieve the government of any
financial obligation, it provides greater public reliability in performance and budget control.
This approach avoids most concerns raised by franchises (Quadrant IV), whereas it still
allows local governments to benefit from the efficiency provided by the private sector.
In the context of street furniture, contracting out O&M to the private sector is an attractive
solution for governments that already have a significant stock of good-quality fixtures in
place, or for those cities who have enough economic resources to commit into a capital
improvement program.
3.4.3 Private sector as donor
There are very few instances in which the private sector is interested in providing public
goods without receiving any economic benefit. Public goods (and services) are
characterized by definition for having positive externalities, which are benefits that accrue
to those individuals external to the ones who actually pay for the service. Because of this
particular characteristic of public goods, including street furniture, private firms are often
unable to fully recuperate the initial investment made on the public amenities.
Nevertheless, there have been some instances in which the private sector has played the
role of donor of street furniture. This is the case of some private entities which during the
early 20th century donated fixtures and other public amenities to various American cities
(National Trust of Historic Preservation, 1987). During this time small towns, civic
improvement leagues and wealthy individuals and companies often contributed funds to
help build and improve public improvements on streets, plazas and boulevards.
Today, Business Improvement Districts (BID) are the most typical characterization of the
private sector participation as donor of street furniture. Under this scenario the private
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sector makes the initial capital investment on street furniture while operation and
maintenance still depend on the local government.
BIDs are associations of local businesses that agree to contribute to a fund that is used to
make capital investments into a specific area in order to improve the physical aspect and
induce more business activity. Many BID programs emphasize the physical aspect of
streets, devoting significant economic resources to improving landscaping and sidewalks
and providing more and better street furniture. Improved public environments serve as an
effective advertisement tool, increasing business activities and real estate values of local
districts (National Trust of Historic Preservation, 1987). Sine most BIDs use private capital
only to fund the initial capital investment, this scheme does not relieve public responsibility
from keeping the fixtures safe and clean. BID-like alternatives provide street furniture in a
piecemeal manner; therefore, they do not guarantee uniformity in quality and services, nor
provide for an even distribution of fixtures throughout larger urban areas. This approach is
best suited for solving neighborhood-scale needs in cases where local governments are
willing and able to take O&M responsibilities. This is not a good alternative for providing
street furniture to larger geographical areas.
3.4.4 Private sector as franchisee
The fourth role that the private sector can play in the provision of street furniture is that of a
franchisee. Under this scenario the public sector divests practically all its delivery
responsibilities to the private sector. Franchises and concessions place investment,
operation and management responsibilities on the private sector, leaving the public sector
responsible only for regulating the private performance. Under this approach local
governments delegate their responsibilities to the private sector by signing a Build Own
Operate Transfer contract (BOOT). Under the most ample BOOT schemes, the private firm
is responsible for planning, design, permitting, financing, building and transferring of the
assets to the government after a certain period of time, during which it is also responsible
for operation and management. In exchange for these services, the private firm gets the
right to collect tariffs from users in order to recuperate its investment and obtain a
reasonable return. Governments that have implemented privatization programs commonly
use BOOT schemes as alternatives for freeing up public resources and tapping private
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capital and experience, while maintaining certain control on the level and quality of
services.
Since many franchises and concessions allow private companies to enjoy hefty profits,
granting authorities often demand a share of the revenues generated by the private party.
Under these circumstances, the private firm does not only relieve the local government
from its former financial obligations, but also becomes an additional source of public
revenue while increasing the efficiency and effectiveness of the public service being
provided.
Regardless of the many benefits that private sector participation might bring to local
governments in the provision of public services, privatization programs are often subject to
social disapproval and criticism. In an article discussing the debate between opponents and
proponents of privatization in the search to provide municipal services fairly and
efficiently, Aguilar (1990) presents a number of privatization successes and failures
throughout the US. The author comments that "Privatization of public services may save
municipalities from bankruptcy, inefficient bureaucracy and inadequate services. But it also
may cost taxpayers more money, reduce the quality of public service and pose a threat to
the constitutional rights of individuals." Most of these reactions are based on concerns that
the general public has about distributional and equity issues, as well as preoccupation with
possible negative effects on society and the environment. In cases where social costs
exceed public benefits, privatization programs are not recommended as good alternatives.
As discussed in previous sections, local governments have found different mechanisms to
mitigate some of the negative effects that the privatization of street furniture might impose
on the general public. Examples of these are the recent privatization programs in New
York, Los Angeles, San Francisco and Boston.
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4 Privatization of Street Furniture: The Case of Boston
Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program is an interesting case for analyzing the
theoretical framework presented in previous sections for to the following reasons:
e It is the first program in the United States to undertake a coordinated approach for
the privatization of street furniture.
* It has taken place among the uniqueness of Boston's urban environment and the
city's highly politicized society.
4.1 Description of Program
The idea of having a privatized street furniture program in Boston was proposed by Mayor
Thomas M. Menino during the second half of 1997. It is presumed that Mayor Menino took
the idea of a privatized street furniture program after the San Francisco's Public Toilet
Program, which he saw during a visit to that city in 1997. Mayor Menino then requested the
Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) to plan a similar program for the City of Boston.
After analyzing local needs and conditions, the BRA decided to structure the program in a
comprehensive manner, in order to include not only public toilets, but also bus shelters,
newspaper kiosks and information booths. The BRA issued the Request for Proposals
(RFP) for the Comprehensive Street Furniture Program on November 1998. Four
companies submitted proposals on February 1999. These companies were Wall USA,
Outdoor Systems, JC Decaux, and Adshel.
In September 1999 the BRA and the City of Boston selected Wall USA as the firm with
whom to negotiate the final contract. This final decision came after a long and controversial
evaluation process that was characterized by constant public criticism and alleged political
favoritism. As of December 1999 the details of the final contract were still being
negotiated. Based on the RFP, the City of Boston's Street Furniture Program provides for a
20-year maximum franchise contract under which the franchisee is responsible for the
installation, maintenance and operation of all structures, at no cost to the City. Additionally,
the City expects to be fairly compensated for granting the franchisee exclusive rights to
post advertising faces on the structures. The Coordinated Street Furniture Program consists,
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in its first phase, of eight Automatic Public Toilets (APT), 250 Bus Stop Shelters, 4
Newsstands, 9 Information Kiosks and a pilot News Condo Program. After successful
implementation of Phase I, the City will negotiate with the franchisee for the
implementation of Phase II.
According to an article published in The Wall Street Journal (O'Donnell, 1999), it is
estimated that the franchisee will incur an $8 million cost to install the outdoor furniture.
The present value of expected advertisement revenues throughout the 20-year concession
period is approximately $130 million. Out of these monies, the franchisee will pay the city
$21.3 million over 20 years, plus 10% of the gross revenue from advertising, or $13 million
of the expected total take of $130 million.
Besides the City of Boston, which owns and controls the public streets and sidewalks
within the City, and the BRA, which serves as the planning board and urban renewal
agency for the City, there are other public authorities involved in the regulation of the street
furniture program. Besides its planning role, the Boston Redevelopment Authority is also
responsible for approving the placement, design and durability of structures, as well as for
assuring the franchisee's compliance with contractual obligations, including maintenance
and operation policies and procedures.
The City's Park Commission plays an important role in the program by overseeing the
erection or alteration of structures within a distance of 100 feet from any park or parkway.
The Landmarks Commission, who is the City's historic preservation agency, is responsible
for protecting Boston's unique built environment. Boston's Inspectional Services
Department is in charge of reviewing, monitoring and inspecting construction projects
within the City of Boston to assure the fulfillment of building safety standards and zoning
requirements. Finally, the Public Improvement Commission has jurisdiction over the use of
public ways for any obstruction or projection, including activities such as storage and sale
of merchandise.
4.2 Program justification
According to the City of Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program Request for
Proposals (RFP) the local government decided to implement the program in order to
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"augment and significantly improve the appearance, quality and coordination of the City's
street furniture amenities." According to the BRA, the program was a response to the
growing civic concern about the lack of sufficient public amenities and the need to improve
the walkability of the City.
4.2.1 Boston's previous attempts to involve the private sector
Previous to the 1999 Coordinated Street Furniture Program, the City of Boston made other
attempts to encourage private sector participation in the provision of public amenities.
During its bicentennial anniversary in 1975, the City launched its Birthday Book Program
together with other citywide physical improvement programs. These programs were aimed
at improving the city's street environment by inviting citizens, merchants, organizations and
other civic groups to buy and donate small-scale physical improvements to the City. The
Birthday Book offered pre-selected gift ideas that included trees, bollards, benches, water
fountains and kiosks. Once individuals committed themselves to donate a certain monetary
amount to the Boston 200 Program, the city was then responsible for managing all the steps
to implementation including matching grants, site analysis, and contracting with private
firms to provide and install the elements. Even though it was an innovative and promising
program, it only managed to get a few streetlights, benches and water fountains to be put in
place. Boston 200 made no major changes to the stock of public amenities on the city.
4.2.2 Need for Street Furniture
Compared to other US cities Boston lags behind in the number and scope of street furniture
provided as public amenities. One example of Boston's lag is its shortage of bus shelters.
Whereas New York City has 2,800 shelters8 and Los Angeles and San Francisco each have
approximately 1,000 bus shelters (Leovy, 1998; Zane, 1987), Boston only has 47 of these
elements. This short number of bus shelters, which are owned by the Massachusetts Bay
Transportation Authority (MBTA), are intended to serve the users of the city's public
transportation system (Brown, 1999). Even though the comparison between absolute
8 Koenig, Anne. (telephonic interview, January 18, 2000). Ms. Koenig, is director of the New York City
Department of Transportation.
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numbers does not reflect the service's coverage by population or regional area, it clearly
illustrates the insignificant number of bus shelters currently standing in the city of Boston.
Boston's street furniture stock can also be compared to the number and variety of other
public amenities that are provided in other US cities, such as public toilets and newspaper
racks. In 1995 San Francisco became the first major US City to install public toilet services
on its streets, setting a national standard for the provision of modern street furniture. This is
the result of a 20-year concession signed between the City of San Francisco and JC Decaux,
a subsidiary of a private French company, which is responsible for installing and
maintaining these public facilities. In order to allow the private firm to recoup its
investment and make a reasonable profit, the City grant it the right to sell advertisement
space located on kiosks throughout the city. During the trial phase of the program the
private firm installed 20 public toilets and 80 advertisement kiosks. Following the success
of the trial phase, the original contract was extended to include 30 more toilets and 135
kiosks (San Francisco Department of Public Works, 1998).
4.3 The Selection of Boston's Alternative
4.3.1 Selecting the alternative
There is no relevant public information available regarding the analysis made by the City of
Boston in determining the best alternative for providing street furniture. However, based on
the concerns expressed on the RFP and in interviews with BRA personnel,9 it can be
assumed that the delivery approach decision was made following an informal analysis that
resembled the six-criterion approach presented in previous sections. Furthermore, it is also
presumed that the market opportunities present at the time also influenced the decision
made by the City of Boston. These market opportunities included the possibility of learning
from recent street furniture privatization experiences in the US and the increasing private
sector interest in becoming an active player in the provision of public amenities. It is
important to remember that even though American cities have just started incorporating
9 Pineo, Jessica. (personal interview, July 9, 1999). Mrs. Pineo is project manager at the BRA and was
responsible for the elaboration of the RFP.
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private sector participation into the provision of street furniture, experiences with similar
schemes have existed in European cities since the early 1970s (Carmona, 1985).
Privatization of street furniture has also become an attractive alternative for local
governments because of the reduced availability of federal funding resulting from tax cuts,
budgetary controls and changes in public policies. Private sector participation not only
relieves the local government of the need to invest public money into street furniture, but it
also provides local coffers with an additional source of revenue: a tempting opportunity for
any government facing budgetary constraints, such as the City of Boston.
4.4 Boston's Challenge
4.4.1 Boston's Objectives
Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program is intended to improve the appearance,
quality and coordination of street furniture necessary to improve the walkability of the City.
As expressed in the RFP, and reproduced in Figure 3, there are eight main objectives for the
siting, design and operations of the Program.
These eight objectives clearly illustrate the city's concerns about equity issues and potential
negative effects on society and the urban environment. The case of Boston's privatized
street furniture program presents an interesting example of how equity concerns are
resolved, how impacts on society and the urban environment are minimized, and how
conflicting interests between public and private are reconciled. The way in which the City
of Boston structured its street furniture program shows how the public sector can steer
private sector's interest toward meeting broader public goals and objectives.
4.4.2 Boston's Approach
Equity concerns and negative impacts
Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program indicates that the City decided to tap private
capital and experience in order to achieve its goals in a more effective and efficient manner.
It is assumed that the City realized that due to the quasi-public-good nature of street
furniture, if it let pure market forces to work freely, private sector participation would raise
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Objective No.1
Street Furniture amenities to be installed should be well designed and placed structures that
consolidate and prevent street clutter.
The streets of the City are littered with various street elements that are resituated in
haphazard ways often creating walls to the street, impeding pedestrian crossings and
creating general chaotic visual impacts on the street.
Objective No. 2
Wherever possible, the separate street furniture amenities proposed for a particular site and
or other street elements existing at that site should be integrated in an attempt to organize
the clutter of the streets.
Objective No. 3
The design of the individual structures should be respectful, without mimicking, the various
unique physical characteristics of Boston's neighborhoods and historic or special use districts
in which they will be sited.
The challenge is to develop a design concept that is forward looking for the individual
structures that create a more cohesive streetscape while responding to distinct neighborhood
and district characteristics.
Objective No. 4
The street furniture system should be designed in a coordinated fashion to provide a sense of
cohesiveness to the entire program as it is distributed throughout the City, while still
recognizing specific site characteristics.
Objective No. 5
Provide the City residents and visitors with much needed amenities in locations that are
lacking such services and that allow suitable and responsible placement.
This program is intended to provide basic amenities for Boston's rich collection of public
spaces for the enjoyment of residents and visitors alike.
Objective No. 6
Limiting the number of purely Advertising Panels is a high priority for the City. Further, where
advertising is affixed to Street Furniture, it must be sensitive to the requirements of specific
neighborhoods and adjacent uses.
Not all locations in the City of Boston are suitable for the display of advertising. Cigarette ads
will be prohibited throughout the City and Alcohol advertising will be strictly limited.
Objective No. 7
The Structures must be installed, maintained and operated using the highest standard of
care.
The quality of maintenance as part of the contract and how it is carried out over the period of
the contract is extremely important. Maintenance performance will be judged over the
contract with the highest scrutiny.
Objective No. 8
All structures should be fully accessible and meet local, State, Federal and Universal
Standards.
The City wants all residents and visitors to benefit from the use of the amenities provided
through the Comprehensive Street Furniture Program. -
Figure 3. Siting, design and operations objectives of Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture
Program.
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delicate equity concerns among the population. Therefore, if Boston wanted to provide its
residents and visitors with needed amenities in locations that were lacking such services, it
had to find a way to steer private sector's interests towards meeting broader public goals.
Following the example of other American and European cities, Boston opted for granting a
20-year franchise under which the private firm is responsible for the installation,
maintenance and operation of all structures in exchange for the right to sell advertisement
space.
Boston RFP's objectives illustrate the City's will to prevent and organize street clutter, as
well as the need to minimize negative effects on the urban environment. The coordinated
approach of the program and its intense public review procedures reflect these highly
prioritized objectives. While the coordinated feature provides a sense of cohesiveness to the
entire program, it also recognizes specific site characteristics. Negative consequences that
might be created by the privatization of street furniture are mitigated by Boston's RFP
through imposing strict restrictions on alcohol and cigarettes advertisements. Similar
content controls have been used in other privatized street furniture programs throughout the
US, and are complementary to local zoning codes and regulations.
To further mitigate the negative impacts of advertisement on the urban environment, the
City's RFP sets specific requirements to limit the supply of advertisement space. These
requirements include restrictions on the square footage of advertisement space and on the
number of advertisement faces that may be used on each individual structure and
intersection. Furthermore, the franchisee is also required to provide free space for public
service advertisements. According to the RFP the total advertisement square footage given
for this purpose should be at least twenty-five percent.
Urban aesthetic concerns are of great importance for a city with a rich and diverse built
environment such as Boston. Hence, the RFP requires the franchisee to design multiple
structures that respond to the wide variety of built contexts and neighborhood
characteristics that are unique to Boston, while maintaining a harmonious relationship
between the various street furniture elements. In order to assure aesthetic and functional
performance the RFP also requires fixtures to be aesthetic pleasant, functionally efficient,
secure, durable and to accommodate people with disabilities as required by law.
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Intense design review and approval processes by the BRA, Boston's Park Commission,
Landmark Commission, Inspectional Services Department and Public Improvement
Commission will assure the structures' compliance with local codes and regulations.
Conflicting public and private interests
Based on the RFP, it is clear that the City of Boston was concerned with the conflicting
public and private interests that exist in the provision of street furniture. If not regulated by
market competition or governmental controls, a disproportionate distribution of amenities,
poor quality of services and asset stripping could compromise publicly desired goals and
objectives.
In order to prevent a disproportionate distribution of amenities the RFP provides a
predetermined number and locations of fixtures. This assures a minimum level of service
coverage and prevents visual clutter in areas prone to advertisement flooding. The locations
of structures are broadly established by the RFP, while individual locations are to be
proposed by the franchisee and approved by the Public Improvement Commission. The
distribution of street furniture was determined by the City in order to provide amenities to
the downtown area and the neighborhoods along identifiable urban corridors. These
corridors were selected by identifying the highest traveled bus routes and major boulevards
that pass through and connect neighborhoods and downtown. It is along these corridors that
bus shelters will be placed. Newsstands, information kiosks, public toilets and the news
condo pilot program of the first phase are located in heavily trafficked downtown areas.
According to the RFP, highest scrutiny will be placed over the maintenance performance of
the franchisee. Private firm's responsibilities include daily visits to automated public toilets
and at least two nonconsecutive day visits per week to all bus shelters. Maintenance of
news condos, newsstands and information kiosks is also responsibility of the franchisee,
which should ensure the structures' good working conditions and aesthetic appearance. In
order to guarantee the franchisee's performance and fulfillment of all O&M obligations, it is
required to make a $500,000 security deposit and to provide a performance and payment
bond.
Based on how the program is structured it is assumed that the City performed a detailed
analysis to determine the optimum product mix and geographic coverage of amenities.
-44 -
Because of the high profitability of advertisement in a City with strict billboard and sign
regulations, the RFP provides for the government to share part of the upside market
potential of the private firm. This is achieved by demanding compensation in exchange for
granting the exclusive rights to place advertisement space on the structures. This
compensation must guarantee a minimum annual fee plus a percentage of annual gross
revenues. Assigning the franchise through a competitive bidding process allows achieving
competition and efficiency without burdensome regulatory framework, even in cases where
the market has monopolistic characteristics (Adam, et al. 1992).
Realizing that it is an ambitious program, the City has allowed the private firm to use
purely advertisement panels to generate sufficient revenues to make the project
economically feasible. However, the franchisee must clearly demonstrate the financial need
for them, because it is among the City's highest priorities to limit the number of such
panels.
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5 Conclusion
5.1 What is driving the recent trend towards street furniture privatization in
the US?
For many years the private sector has been an active player in the provision of public
services. Whereas in many countries privatization has mostly been referred to as the
process of selling off public assets, privatization in the US is mostly understood as
"enlisting private energies to improve the performance of tasks that would remain in some
sense public" (Donahue, 1989).
The two main reasons that governments are opting for enlisting private participation in the
provision of public services are,
- to reduce net budgetary transfers and eliminate debt liabilities, and
= to achieve a more efficient production of goods and services under the direction of
private enterprises.
As long as governments continue to face financial constraints and the need to deliver public
services in a more effective and efficient manner, private sector participation will continue
to grow. However, there are some public sectors that have been more successful in
attracting private sector participation than others. These include basic infrastructure
projects such as energy, telecommunications and transport. The main reason that these
infrastructure projects are dominant in most privatization programs is that they share
particular characteristics that facilitate private sector participation. These characteristics
include,
- the existence and efficiency of local market forces, and
- the affordability and willingness of users to pay for the service.
However, there is a larger scope of public services that are currently being provided by
government enterprises which could benefit from the private sector's participation. These
include education, health, and a wide range of local services that extend from public safety
to the provision of public amenities. As social values and perceptions regarding the
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privatization of public services continue to evolve, and as governments continue to learn
from privatization experiences and keep on building the necessary capabilities to
implement market-friendly policies, future public projects will be characterized by less
direct public participation.
In the street furniture realm, the private sector has participated for many years as supplier of
materials and some engineering and maintenance services. Due to market inefficiencies and
the unwillingness of users to pay for the service, the private sector has not taken any
significant market and commercial risks in the provision of street furniture. However, in
recent years there has been a trend among large European and US cities to divest more
street furniture investments and O&M responsibilities to the private sector. Today there are
over 1,200 cities in more than a dozen European countries that provide some of their street
furniture amenities through private entities.
The privatization of street furniture in the US is a relatively recent trend. Starting in the late
1980s, cities like Los Angeles, New York and San Francisco started implementing
privatized bus shelter programs. Today there are several cities that have implemented
similar programs that provide a wide range of amenities including bus shelters, public
toilets, newspaper racks and information kiosks.
The main reasons why cities like Los Angeles, San Francisco, New York, Boston and Saint
Louis have decided to embark themselves into street furniture privatization programs are:
an increasing public need and demand for amenities
For many years, streets have been designed for automobiles; however, a recent trend
has emerged to make streets more safe, comfortable and pleasant for pedestrians.
The need to create streets where pedestrians enjoy safety and convenience in a
pleasant environment seems to be a basic requirement for making cities more
livable. Sidewalk amenities like bus shelters that protect transit users from bad
weather, information panels that provide information about transit fares, schedules,
routes and nearby destinations, as well as drinking water fountains and public toilets
needed to satisfy basic human needs, are almost non-existent in most of today's
American cityscapes.
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m the limited availability of public funding for both capital investment and O&M
Public amenities such as street furniture have had low priority levels among local
governments that face difficult decisions on how to best allocate limited resources.
- the need to access the private sector's technological innovations and efficiency
Besides from the efficiency in operation and maintenance, governments seek private
participation in the provision of street furniture in order to bring technological
innovations to their streets. Examples of these innovative technologies are self-
cleaning public toilets and digital displays on bus shelters.
- the opportunity to tap the expressed interest of private companies
In recent years the private sector has demonstrated great interest in collaborating
together with cities in the provision of street furniture. This private interest results
from the potential profits that can be generated from advertisement panels displayed
on public amenities.
5.2 What are the main public concerns raised by the privatization of street
furniture?
Because of the differences and sometimes-conflicting objectives that exist between public
and private sectors, the most challenging aspect of privatization programs is the need to
reconcile the interests of the two. Whereas the private firm is mostly interested in the
generation of wealth, the public sector seeks a wider range of objectives that include social
and political goals. In the realm of street furniture, it is the uniqueness of these social goals
and the public perception what makes the reconciliation of conflicting interests a
challenging task.
Public sector's concerns regarding the privatization of street furniture include:
= equity issues
Street furniture can be categorized as a quasi-public good because it is highly
subtractable and has high excludability costs. According to Kessides (1993) there
appears to be a tendency for some goods that have traditionally been seen as purely
public to be viewed as increasingly private or "toll-able", thus eliminating non-
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excludability problems. This tendency is the result of newer technologies and changes
in social values, and can be seen in the privatization of correctional facilities, health
care services and even street furniture.
Regardless of the quasi-public good nature of street furniture it is still practically
impossible to charge users and exclude people who are not willing or capable of paying.
It is for these reasons that local governments have used indirect ways to recuperate
investments made on most public amenities. However, the divestiture of street furniture
implied by its privatization prevents this kind of cross subsidization. Therefore, most
street furniture privatization programs have allowed the private operator to seek
additional sources of revenues, the most common one being the sale of advertisement
space.
negative effects on society and the urban environment
The privatization of street furniture originates a series of negative effects on society and
the urban environment. These are created by the physical dimension of the fixtures and
by the social perception about the private ownership of public spaces.
The physical dimension of street furniture originates a series of aesthetic, safety and
functional concerns that result from the fact that it is impossible to prevent street
furniture from occupying space on public sidewalks or obstructing the views of people
walking, driving or watching the street from their property. These concerns will always
exist regardless if the amenity is publicly of privately provided. However, its
privatization rises a particular set of issues resulting from the social perception that
public places ought to remain under public ownership. Since the privatization of street
furniture may put the control of public streets on the hands of the private sector, various
privatization programs have used different strategies to address this legal issue. The
most typical approach is for local governments to use Build Lease Transfer (BLT)
schemes where they enter into sale-leaseback agreements with the private sector.
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5.3 How can the conflicting interests between public and private sectors
concerning the privatization of street furniture be reconciled?
In order to address the complexities inherent to the provision of public services by private
entities, governments have devised a series of alternative delivery approaches to balance
cost, quality and other public objectives with the profit-seeking mentality of the private
sector.
These alternative delivery approaches vary depending on the allocation of public and
private responsibilities for capital investment, and operations and management (O&M). The
four basic delivery strategies that can be implemented in the privatization of street furniture
are represented in Figure 3.
Capital
Investment
public supplier O&M
contractor
private donor franchisee
public private Operations &
Management
Figure 3. The Different Roles that the Private Sector can Play in the Provision of Street
Furniture
Private Sector as Supplier
Under this approach the local government remains responsible for providing the public
service, thus keeping all financial obligations and risks derived from capital investment
and O&M within the public administration. This alternative allows the public sector to
procure basic goods and services from the private sector, such as raw materials, tools,
and consulting or engineering services.
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=
= Private Sector as O&M Contractor
This alternative allocates some of the maintenance and commercial risks of the
operation phase to the private company. Under an O&M Contract the local government
is responsible for the initial capital investment, whereas the private firm is made
responsible for the continuous operation and maintenance of the service. In the context
of street furniture, contracting out O&M to the private sector is an attractive solution for
governments that already have a significant stock of good-quality fixtures in place, or
for those cities who have enough economic resources to commit into a capital
improvement program.
- Private Sector as Donor
There are very few instances in which the private sector is interested in providing public
goods without receiving any economic benefit. Regardless of the quasi-public good
characteristics of street furniture, there have been some instances in which the private
sector has taken the capital investment responsibility in the provision of street furniture.
Business Improvement Districts (BID) are the most typical characterization of the
private sector as donor of street furniture. Unfortunately, BID-like alternatives provide
street furniture in a piecemeal manner; therefore, they do not guarantee uniformity in
quality and services, nor provide for an evenly distribution of fixtures throughout larger
urban areas. This approach is best suited for solving neighborhood-scale needs in cases
where local governments are willing and able to take O&M responsibilities. This is not
a viable alternative for providing street furniture to larger geographical areas.
- Private Sector as Franchisee
Under this scenario the public sector divests practically all its delivery responsibilities
to the private sector. Franchises and concessions place investment, operation and
management responsibilities on the private sector, leaving the public sector only
responsible of regulating the private performance.
In addition to selecting an adequate alternative delivery approach, local governments must
also find an appropriate way to regulate and promote that profit-seeking firms act in a
manner consistent with social welfare. This is a critical issue in concessions and franchise
-51 -
schemes where if street furniture is privatized without fostering competition and setting
strict regulations to tame the profit-seeking objectives of the private sector, some major
problems could arise. These would include:
- disproportionate distribution of services
If not properly regulated, private firms would tend to allocate fixtures in such a manner
that revenues from advertisement are maximized. This would result in a
disproportionate distribution of capital investments relative to the geographic area and
population density across different regions. Local governments have usually addressed
these distributional concerns by imposing minimum and maximum coverage
requirements and by predetermining service locations on their programs.
- poor quality of services
It is assumed that private efficiency can be used to improve and assure the cleanliness
and safety of structures. If not adequately regulated, the lack of competition may
dissuade the private firm from providing the public service in an effective and efficient
manner. Inappropriate incentives may persuade private firms to reduce their operative
costs by cutting operation and maintenance expenditures, thus putting public safety and
health at risk. Governments often assure minimum operation and maintenance standards
by implementing strict regulations and close supervision on the private firm's activities,
as well as by encouraging competition.
- potential for asset stripping
Asset stripping refers to the phenomenon by which the limited life of the contract
discourages the private firm from performing improvements and capital investments
towards the end of the concession term. Governments usually address this problem by
demanding a monetary deposit guarantee from the private company, in order to assure
the quality of the assets at the time they are turned back to the government once the
concession period is over.
Besides these alternatives there are other ways to reconcile the differences between the
public and the private sectors, such as:
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- Promoting indirect competition through benchmarking
The idea of benchmarking or comparative competition allows comparing different
franchisees and judging their performance. To ensure that comparative competition is
effective, governments should divide regions into several zones, set up systems to share
information between different areas, and link comparative performance incentives.
- Profit Sharing
In order to control excessive private returns, local governments can opt for a
combination of two commonly used practices. The first is to implement a profit sharing
program, which allows the public sector to share a predetermined percentage of private
revenues. The second option is to broaden the scope of services to be provided by the
private sector, thus incrementing the amount of the initial capital investment.
- Leveraging the attractiveness of a market
There are some instances in which local market conditions do not appeal to the private
sector's interest. Markets may be unattractive to the private sector because of the size of
the geographic area, the population's economic and social profile, threat of competition,
or decaying conditions of physical assets. Under these circumstances governments can
improve the attractiveness of street furniture programs by increasing the allowance for
advertisement space or by cutting private capital investment and operation costs.
5.4 Compared to current delivery methods, is privatization a better
alternative for providing street furniture in major US cities?
It is too early to determine if the privatization of street furniture will be a successful story in
the United States. Whereas European cities have been privatizing the provision of street
furniture since the 1970s, few US programs have been running long enough to allow for a
fair evaluation.
In a work edited by Ramamurti (1991), Aharoni argues that the success of any privatization
program can be measured only in terms of the objectives that motivated it, and that those
objectives are likely to differ among the various players including government agencies, the
public, the labor force, and managers. However, one of the most aggressive programs in the
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US seems to be going in the right direction. According to Rose (1997), the general reaction
to the San Francisco Public Toilet program seems favorable. "There is a sense that the
vendor has delivered as promised, and that a well-designed, well-maintained streetscape is
a fair trade for the presence of more advertisement." In fact, the city decided to expand the
original contract, which contained 20 toilets and 80 kiosks, to include a total of 50 toilets
and 225 kiosks.
Even though this thesis is not intended to evaluate the performance of privatization
programs, it has revealed that privatization is a feasible alternative for providing street
furniture in large US cities. In the particular case of Boston, it will take several years for
city officials and residents to realize all costs and benefits provided by the program.
Similarly, it will take a number of years for the private firm to perform an accurate
evaluation of its investment performance.
5.5 Lessons from the Case of Boston
Boston's Coordinated Street Furniture Program is an interesting case for analyzing the
theoretical framework presented in this thesis for the following reasons:
- It is the first program in the United States to undertake a coordinated approach for the
privatization of street furniture.
= It has taken place among the uniqueness of Boston's urban environment and the city's
highly politicized society.
Boston's program illustrates the recent trend among US cities towards improving the
appearance, quality and coordination of street furniture amenities. This is the result of a
growing civic concern about the lack of sufficient public amenities and the need to improve
the walkability of American cities
Drawing from the experience of similar privatization programs in the US and Europe,
Boston's Street Furniture Program was carefully designed in order to relieve the local
government from financial and day-to-day O&M responsibilities, while achieving publicly-
desired goals and objectives.
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The case of Boston's presents an interesting example of how equity concerns are resolved,
how impacts on society and the urban environment are minimized, and how conflicting
interests between public and private are reconciled. The way in which the City of Boston
structured its street furniture program shows how the public sector can steer private entities
toward meeting broader public goals and objectives.
Some of the mechanisms devised by the City of Boston in order to prevent and organize
street clutter, as well as to minimize negative effects on the urban environment include:
" A coordinated approach which provides a sense of cohesiveness to the entire program,
while also recognizing specific site characteristics.
= An intense design review process that involves the general public and five different
agencies.
= Restrictions on advertisement content, which are complementary to local zoning codes
and regulations.
= Limits on the supply of advertisement space in order to prevent visual clout.
m Predetermined number and locations of fixtures in order to prevent a disproportionate
distribution of amenities.
- A $500,000 security deposit to guarantee the franchisee's performance and fulfillment
of all O&M obligations.
= A profit sharing program that allows the City to share upside market potentials derived
by the high profitability of advertisement in a city with strict billboard and sign
regulations.
- Realizing that it is an ambitious program, the City has allowed the private firm to use
purely advertisement panels in order to improve the economically feasibility of the
project.
Drawing from recent street furniture privatization experiences in the US and based on the
assumption that the principles that characterize the privatization of infrastructure projects
are valid in the privatization of street furniture, there are some improvements that can still
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be made in future privatization programs. These include the need to foster competition and
to establish better contract management procedures.
An illustration of the former is the case of Boston, which might become more efficient and
effective if it had created a competitive market and implemented a competitive process for
the assignment of the second phase. Furthermore, private sector performance could be
steered and better managed by creating a credible threat of competition and substitution.
Similarly, the City could have improved the management of the franchise contract by
including predetermined penalties in case of non-performance.
Another lesson from Boston's program is the inconsistency created by implementing a
profit sharing program while allowing for pure advertisement panels. While the pure
advertisement panels seem to improve the market attractiveness, the profit sharing scheme
imposes an additional cost to the franchisee's cash flow. If the profitability of the project
allows for hefty returns, then the scope of services should be increased. But if the project is
unprofitable, then the inclusion of fixed fees to be paid by the franchisee seems
contradictory.
Future privatization initiatives should build on the experiences of early programs. Profitable
cities should try to increase the geographical coverage and the variety of street furniture in
order to include bicycle racks, clocks, bollards, trash cans, benches, water fountains, etc.
However, unprofitable regions should try to find alternatives for attracting private interests.
It seems that smaller cities might have more difficulty in attracting private firms to their
markets than larger ones. Private company officials have stated that they have to spend
great amounts of money to operate service centers in each city, and that small cities may
not make their projects economically feasible (Miller, 1992).
But privatization is not for everyone. If the unfeasibility of the project results from the
unwillingness of the public to bear the social or environmental costs of private sector
participation, then privatization is not a feasible alternative. Cities like Kansas City,
Hartford and Seattle (Bormann, 1998; Altimari, 1998; Mcomber, 1999) have been
somehow reluctant to welcoming the privatization of street furniture, particularly since they
oppose the use of advertisement space to fund such projects. These cities have determined
that allowing advertisement panels on public amenities could undermine their argument
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that sign regulations are needed to prevent visual blight, reduce traffic hazards and protect
property values.
The privatization of street furniture is a growing trend among American cities. The need to
study the privatization of other public services in order to draw experiences that may be
applicable to street furniture is immense. As more and more cities embark themselves onto
privatization programs, their cases ought to be documented and later analyzed in order to
draw comparative results that will allow future programs to be more successful. In addition
to the structuring and design of privatized street furniture programs, areas such as bid
structuring, contract management, and project evaluation should also be analyzed.
As American cities face the need to become more walkable there will be a growing need to
make streets more livable for pedestrians. This will only be achieved by designing streets
and other public spaces with both vehicles and pedestrians in mind, and by providing public
amenities in a more effective and efficient manner.
The work presented in this thesis demonstrates that privatization is a feasible alternative,
not only for providing street furniture, but also for providing it in a more effective and
efficient manner. The current trend among US cities towards the privatization of street
furniture will keep growing as long as the benefits provided by these programs continue to
outweigh the costs they impose on society and the urban environment. The rate of growth
will be dictated by the evolution of social values and perceptions regarding the privatization
of public services and by how efficiently governments assimilate their learning from other
privatization experiences.
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Figure 4. Design for circular urinals, complete with
ar lamps, 1881. (Warren, 1978)
Figure 5. This column of a signpost with pierced
arms was put in 1800 and restored in 1929. Little
Barmpton, near Ludlow, Salop. (Warren, 1978)
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Figure 6. Column for display of advertising posters
and municipal information. This particular column
was used by JCDecaux in 1992 to introduce its
innovative designs.
The legend on the poster reads:
June 30, 1992
Fellow New Yorkers and Visitors to New York City:
This attractive kiosk was developed and is operated by JCDecaux, the largest European company for
street furniture.
During the test period, which ends on October 31, a self cleaning toilet and a wheelchair-accessible
toilet are located at each of these locations: City Hall Park on Chambers Street; West 34th Street just
east of 7th Avenue, and on 125th Street in front of the State Office Building in Harlem. An information
kiosk on Fifth Avenue at 59th Street is also part of the project.
New York City is conducting an experiment to decide if this street furniture, which is popular in many
cities in Europe, can be a solution to the scarcity of public toilets and public information stands in our
Big Apple.
I appeal to you to respect this property, and to let us know what you think about it.
We hope you will agree that this will help to make our City more welcoming to all.
Sincerely,
David N. Dinkins
Mayor
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Figure 8. Bus shelter and newspaper box
which are part of the Boston Streetline
that was specifically designed by Joseph
Paul Kleihues for Boston's Coordinated
Street Furniture Program.
(Boston Streetline Brochure, Wall USA
2000)
Figure 7. Lamp post design by Philippe
Stark for JCDecaux, whose main
characteristic is the swiveling of the
lighting unit, which in the daytime is
vertical, by way of prolongation of the post,
while at night it inclines some 700, driven
by a motor. (Serra 1996)
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